On a more fundamental level, the pro-activeness of the IACtHR reveals an institutional gap within the OAS system that the Court has sought to fill but that, in practice, may prove to be beyond what Member States are ready to bear. In this context, this chapter argues that the role of the General Assembly of the OAS in supervising compliance with the Court's decisions should be strengthened.
This institutional evolution thus outlined reveals tensions between the diverse actors involved in the settlement of human rights disputes within the OAS system. On the one hand, Member States of the OAS appear in different capacities before OAS organs, usually the political organs, but also as defendant States in cases before the IACtHR (II). On the other hand, the IACtHR itself seeks to enhance the effectiveness of the human rights system by adopting progressive methods that may not receive effective support by the political organs of the OAS (III). This dialectic sheds light on the recent developments within the OAS system in connection with the enforcement of decisions rendered by the IACtHR (IV).
II. The Ambivalent Role of States in the Human Rights System
Modern international systems for the protection of human rights focus primarily on the actions of States with respect to individuals within their territory or under their control. 2 The three main regional systems for the protection of human rights -the African, European and Inter-American systems -have developed in this respect various procedures -most prominently judicial bodies for the settlement of disputes 3 -with the aim of fostering greater respect for human rights and creating an impetus for achieving democratic governance. 4 The central role played by States reveals at the same
